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Abstract 
 

Leaders who fail to represent the preferences of their constituents risk defeat in elections. 
The threat seems to be real—legislators typically receive more votes when they adhere to 
district sentiments—but how citizens learn about the quality of the representation they 
receive is less clear. In a two-part study exploiting variations in state-level newspaper 
issue content as well as facts about legislative behavior in a national survey experiment, 
we find that the information environment helps Americans re-elect officials who vote in 
their interests. Specifically, across over a dozen domestic and foreign policy issues, we 
document double-digit changes in incumbent support when respondents encounter 
information about the roll-call votes of their Senators or House members. In a dramatic 
fashion, citizens reward politicians who champion their preferences and punish those 
who do not. Our findings underscore the role the mass media plays in promoting political 
representation in a modern representative democracy. 
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Does being knowledgeable enhance democracy? More specifically, are citizens better able to 

reward political representation electorally when they encounter facts about the legislative actions of their 

representatives? Many studies outline the contours of knowledge and suggest that it structures political 

reasoning (e.g., Althaus 2003; Gilens 2001; Hochschild 2001; Kuklinski et al. 2000), even going so far 

as to say democracy functions “best” when citizens are well informed (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996, 

1). Such statements imply a robust link between public knowledge and political representation. Yet, the 

vote of any individual citizen is unlikely to be pivotal. As a result, for many people it is simply not 

worth the effort to become informed about politics (e.g., Downs 1957; Hardin 2009; Somin 2006). 

Indeed, political ignorance prevails empirically (Converse 1990), even when it comes to 

legislative votes on key bills with huge income inequality implications (Bartels 2008). That is, while 

knowledge may underpin democracy theoretically, in reality citizens seem to have only vague notions of 

what takes place in Congress (Converse 1964; Hurley and Hill 1980; Miller and Stokes 1963). It was not 

until recently that scholars explored whether segments of the citizenry know what their legislators are 

doing and the implications for turnout or vote choice (e.g., Ansolabehere and Jones 2010; Hutchings 

2001; Mitchell 2009; Wolpert and Gimpel 1997), but even these works leave questions unanswered.  

In particular, past studies sacrifice analytical leverage because they bypass the process by which 

citizens learn this philosophically important type of knowledge; they take knowledge as a given rather 

than giving information to citizens, or at least studying what happens when it is given in varying doses 

(cf., Gerber et al. 2011). The “giving” process we have in mind is the mass media. To be sure, social 

networks and contacts with legislators are dynamic and important sources of information in elections 

(e.g., Lapinski 2001; McClurg 2006), but the role of the mass media is less well known. When media 

messages or exposure are considered with respect to voting, typically it is not to understand awareness 

of specific legislation (e.g., Beck et al. 2002; Fridkin and Kenney 2011; Goidel and Sheilds 1994). This 
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is important because the effects of the media in previous studies could have been due to pre-existing 

differences that correlate with but are not directly related to incumbent support. Considering the 

implications for representation and democracy, we need to understand the effects of acquiring 

representation-relevant information by studying how the world provides it and who benefits, if anyone.  

In this paper we investigate what happens when citizens are exposed to information about the 

actions of their representatives. Specifically, we study the question of whether roll-call knowledge 

translates into support for elected representatives, especially among the subset of citizens who agree (or 

disagree) with the actions a legislator takes—the very people who should use this information to reward 

(or punish) incumbents. Over the course of two empirical studies, we find that most American know 

how their legislators voted on major legislation, and that this knowledge—particularly when coupled 

with policy agreement on that specific issue—increases the likelihood of supporting the incumbent. 

More importantly, we show how the information environment helps (or in some cases hinders) political 

representation by strengthening (or weakening) the link between responsiveness and electoral support. 

 
Communicating Information about Political Representation 

Research on representation typically follows one of two paths. The first route, sometimes known 

as “dyadic” representation, seeks to examine representation at a single point in time (Achen 1978; 

Bartels 1991; Erikson 1978; Miller and Stokes 1963; Kuklinski 1978). Works in this area attempt to 

compare the preferences of the district (through questions concerning policy domains like civil rights or 

foreign affairs) with the legislative behavior of their elected representatives.   

A closely related second approach, often termed “congruence” or sometimes “dynamic” 

representation, examines changes over time in constituent preferences and the resulting changes in 

public policy (Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002; Monroe 1998; Page and Shapiro 1983; Weissberg 

1978; Wlezien 2004; Hill and Hurley 1999). Scholars working in this area make use of public opinion 
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questions and “feeling” thermometers or other ideological measures to determine how public policy 

preferences shift over time. The constituent measures are then linked to changes in government policies. 

What both variants of the responsiveness literature have in common is a focus on issue 

agreement. That is, they examine the extent to which the opinions of citizens guide congressional 

behavior or public policy. Agreement will be considered here, but in a much more specific way than in 

the past. One of the major limitations of agreement-based studies is that they lack specificity. Often 

scholars reduce specific policy preferences to very general liberal-conservative measures such as policy 

mood (Stimson 1999) and sometimes they employ ideology measures (Bartels 2008). What this means, 

however, is one cannot connect public preferences to specific pieces of legislation, which is how generic 

issues become public policy. For example, some self-described conservatives prefer liberal policy 

solutions in some domains (e.g., foes of nationalized health care who support Medicare; see Page and 

Jacobs 2009 or Ellis and Stimson 2009). If the representatives consider only the broad ideological make-

up of their districts they will not be faithfully representing the policy preferences of their constituents. 

Collectively we refer to this body of work as “agreement” theory. When citizens and their 

representatives agree on policy choices, voters ought to be more likely to support incumbents in the next 

election. This theory is not especially new; the logic has formed the basis of vote choice studies for 

nearly a half century (Downs 1957). There are doubts as to whether issue-based voting is directional or 

proximal (Rabinowitz and Macdonald 1989) and even some questions about whether it happens at all 

(Lewis and King 1999). However, issue agreement is only part of the story. As we discuss next, there is 

a role for knowledge of what representatives do when it comes to achieving meaningful representation. 

 

Representation-Relevant Knowledge  

Scholars studying democratic responsiveness have made a more direct case for the importance of 

knowledge. For example, Wlezien (1995, 981) states that, “Democratic accountability requires that the 
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public be reasonably well-informed about policy.” And as Wlezien continues, “The integrity of 

representation rests on this expectation; after all, if the public did not notice and respond to changes in 

policy, then politicians would have little incentive to represent what the public wants” (pgs. 981-82; also 

see Soroka and Wlezien 2010). Thus, holding accurate views about what politicians do is important 

(e.g., Bennett 2003; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996); we term this the roll-call “knowledge” theory. 

The problem is that knowledge, particularly regarding legislative behavior, is not widespread. 

For example, in their pioneering article, Miller and Stokes (1963, 47) wrote that, “Americans are almost 

totally uninformed about legislative issues in Washington.” Thus, the type of knowledge we focus on 

here is accuracy regarding legislative behavior and it is likely to be in short supply. To be sure, political 

knowledge—conceived broadly—factors into models of vote choice (e.g., Bartels 1996; Basinger and 

Lavine 2005; Gomez and Wilson 2001; Nicholson, Pantoja, and Segura 2006; Macdonald, Rabinowitz, 

and Listhuag 1995), but typically it is knowledge not related to the actions of the legislator; more often, 

knowledge takes the form of standard questions in the American National Election Studies (ANES) such 

as recognition of the Chief Justice or the vote margin needed to override a veto in Congress. How 

knowledge of political actors or civics would matter conceptually for voting remains unclear.  

Moreover, studying knowledge of what legislators do is difficult because politicians are 

notorious for being ambiguous about their policy stances (Page 1976). When scholars go the extra step 

by providing information about candidate positions, typically it is on a left-right continuum rather than 

giving information about particular bills (Tomz and Van Houweling 2009). This is not to say that 

scholars have not studied citizen knowledge of particular votes. They have (e.g., Ansolabehere and 

Jones 2010; Jesse 2009; Wolbert and Gimpel 1997), but the origins of the information are rarely the 

focus. At the same time, and regrettably, studies focusing on the information environment often 

highlight non-legislative facts (e.g., Jerit and Barabas 2006; Jerit, Barabas, and Bolsen 2006; Nicholson 
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2003). Unless we study the effects of acquiring representation information, there could be other factors 

which render the connection between this type of knowledge and voting spurious.  

 

Electorally-Relevant Political Communication   

When scholars focus on electorally relevant messages, they typically investigate aspects other 

than roll-call knowledge. Some study editorial endorsements (Druckman and Parkin 2005; Fridkin Kahn 

and Kenney 2002). Others look at how preferences change due to presidential debates or campaigns 

(Fridkin et al. 2007; Druckman 2005), or how the valence of media messages across various outlets 

influences voters (Beck et al. 2002), or how messages affect candidate perceptions (Bartels 1993). These 

build upon classic studies of framing (Iyengar 1991) or priming (Iyengar and Kinder 1987), and more 

recently competition between frames over time (Chong and Druckman 2007; Druckman et al. 2010). 

To the extent that citizens have accurate impressions of how their legislators vote, this should 

increase their likelihood of voting for the incumbent.1 But this is only half of the story. When citizens 

are both accurate about their representative’s vote and they agree with those positions, they should be 

especially likely to vote for the incumbent. That is the main hypothesis tested here—that citizens will 

express their informed consent by rewarding faithful adherence to their views when they are aware it 

happens. It is built upon the other factors prominent in the literature, namely the interaction of 

agreement and knowledge, but it also demands a more specific set of measures than is customary.2 

                                                        
1 Ansolabehere and Jones (2010) adopt this view, but Mitchell (2009) arrives at the opposite conclusion in her study of House 
incumbent votes in 2006 on Iraq, the Patriot Act, and stem cells. Mitchell writes, “…voters’ views of the candidates’ issue 
positions are not grounded in reality” and “citizens did not factor issues directly into their votes via a process akin to classic 
issue voting” (p. 119). With relevance to a theme discussed later, she is also pessimistic about whether encountering new 
information helps. In particular, “Voters claim to be policy-minded but do not appear to use issue information to inform their 
views even when the information is provided to them” over the course of a survey interview (Mitchell 2009, 123). 
2 By way of differentiating our study from what has been done in the past, other researchers study these factors separately 
(e.g., Ansolabehere and Jones 2010; Hutchings 2001; Wolpert and Gimpel 1997). We stipulate that the constitutive terms of 
our interaction are important based upon these works. Instead, we focus on how they interact, and later, how the strength of 
that interaction varies with the information environment. Also, Ansolabehere and Jones (2010) contend with the allegations 
that perceptions of legislative behavior are endogenous by using actual votes as an instrument, but some question whether 
using actual votes satisfies the exclusion restrictions (i.e., if opposition parties target incumbents whose voting records 
conflict with the district). We will pursue a different route, exploiting variations in the supply of information in the media and 
in an experiment. Finally, in our first study we use senatorial legislative votes, not House votes as they do. 
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For years, scholars lacked a direct assessment of whether voters knew how their legislators voted 

and whether constituents use this knowledge to punish or reward at the ballot box. That was until 

Alvarez and Gronke (1996) studied the determinants of knowledge regarding an important roll-call 

vote—support for the Use of Force Resolution in 1991 for the Persian Gulf War. They found that while 

media attention was significantly related to whether respondents claimed to know how their House 

member or Senator voted, it was negatively related to actual vote recall or even correct guessing. To be 

sure, self-reported media use measures like the ones they used have come under attack (e.g., Bartels 

1993; Prior 2009; Price and Zaller 1993), but the lack of a connection between the media and roll-call 

knowledge on a major war vote is startling.3 This is all the more surprising because the media is on the 

minds of scholars who study roll-call knowledge. Alvarez and Gronke (1996, 106) write, “Media 

coverage of both the developing conflict and the congressional debate over the appropriate policy 

response was intense,” but they go on to acknowledge that they “do not examine media content.”4    

To recap, then, our investigation begins with degree to which citizens agree with and are 

accurate about the legislative votes of their elected officials; we believe this combination will powerfully 

predict voting behavior (H1: Agreement X Knowledge  Support for the Incumbent). After examining 

that basic relationship, our attention focuses on the systematic factors that hinder or help this type of 

electoral reward mechanism. Specifically, the hypothesized relationship between agreement and 

knowledge should be sensitive to the information environment. In other words, we should observe the 

                                                        
3 The term on media attention was negative and significant in the case of House members and negative but insignificant for 
knowledge of Senators’ positions (see Tables 4 and 5 on pages 120-1). Alvarez and Gronke (1996, 109) found that only 18-
20% of the sample claimed to recall their legislator’s votes and were correct. After subtracting for guessing, they came up 
with “…a baseline estimate of 13.4% of the sample who were truly able to recall their representative’s vote on this salient 
issue (and 13.5% for the Senate).” Other works explaining voting behavior with an eye toward knowledge (Wolpert and 
Gimpel 1997) do not include media variables. Instead, they focus on attitudinal coherence (approval of Clarence Thomas, 
abortion views, etc.) interacted with accurate or inaccurate roll call knowledge. 
4 Similarly, Hutchings (2001, 850) asserts that media coverage differed across Senate elections in his study of  public 
knowledge of the Thomas confirmation vote, but he uses candidate gender, partisanship, and race competitiveness as proxies. 
In a subsequent book-length study, Hutchings (2003) goes further by documenting patterns of state-level media coverage 
pertaining to key legislative votes, but not with the goal of including mass media content in the model (as we will do later). 
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electoral reward (or punishment) when citizens encounter facts about how elected officials act. We 

argue that the agreement-knowledge relationship varies based on the information environment (H2):  

Agreement X Knowledge  Support for the Incumbent 

         
Information Environment 

 
The bold arrow from the information environment to the previously hypothesized relationship between 

agreement and knowledge illustrates that we believe the magnitude of the interaction will vary. In 

particular, we expect the strength of the interaction to increase as factual information about roll-call 

behavior becomes more plentiful and decrease as the prevalence of these facts diminishes.   

With both hypotheses, the emphasis is on political knowledge, particularly whether citizens have 

it and the degree to which the world provides it and/or reinforces it. Evidence in support of both 

hypotheses should help shed light on the degree to which political representation functions well. In other 

words, we seek to study (A) the extent to which voters are accurate and agree with their representatives, 

and (B) how the information from the environment (i.e., from the mass media) alters this relationship. 

To evaluate this multi-step process, we analyzed two Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) 

studies. While the datasets share a common source and sampling strategies, the two studies are different 

and we describe each in separate empirical sections, beginning with the earlier senatorial study. 

 

Study 1: Multilevel Statistical Analysis of Voting for Incumbent Senators in 2006 

Our initial investigation uses the Common Content portion of the 2006 Cooperative 

Congressional Election Study (CCES). This national survey was conducted by Polimetrix with the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology as the lead organization (see Ansolabehere 2006 or Fridkin and 

Kenny 2011, 64-5 for details). The survey included modules from dozens of research teams around the 

country, but a standard set of questions was used on the common content portion the questionnaire 

which yielded a dataset of more than 30,000 cases. Respondents were selected through representative 
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sampling designed to match the target population of America and were asked in the fall of 2006. Our 

analysis draws upon the nearly 15,000 respondents in states with Senators up for re-election.5 

The 2006 CCES differs from other political surveys in that respondents were questioned about 

specific legislative bills as well as their knowledge of how their representative voted. In contrast, most 

other surveys like the American National Election Studies (ANES) or General Social Survey (GSS) 

measure overall policy preferences, often budgetary, in various domains. Those questions, while useful 

for measuring changes in spending support (e.g., Wlezien 1995) do not permit an investigation of how 

respondents would vote on a bill or on how citizens believe their representative voted on that same bill.   

 In particular, the 2006 CCES asked respondents about seven votes before the Senate: (1) the ban 

on partial-birth abortions, (2) the Central American Free Trade Agreement, (3) increasing the federal 

minimum wage, (4) extending the capital gains tax cuts, (5) pathways to citizenship for illegal 

immigrants, (6) planned phased withdrawal from Iraq, and (7) federal funding for stem cell research. 

Naturally, these issues received varying amounts of media coverage, which is variation we include in 

our analysis. Moreover, the topics covered a wide variety of important social and economic issues.  

On each issue respondents were read some introductory text that captured both sides of a real 

policy debate, asked how they would have voted on the particular bill, and then asked how they believe 

their Senator voted. This enables us to compare beliefs about actual Senate votes with the actual votes. 

The details of the seven bills and question wording appear in the appendix. After each question 

introduction, respondents were asked, “What do you think? If you were faced with this decision, would 

you vote for or against...” the bill in question. After that, participants in the survey were asked, “How 

about <Senator>?  Do you think <he/she> voted for or against…” the bill in question.  Following the 

advice of Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Synder (2008), our main focus is on the summaries of agreement 

                                                        
5 Four states (Maryland, Minnesota, Tennessee, and Vermont) had Senators who retired prior to the election. Lacking an 
incumbent senator, we did not use them in the analysis. Similarly, Indiana was also excluded because there was no major 
party challenger for the seat.  
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and knowledge for all the issues aggregated together, but the analyses for each issue separately show the 

same pattern and are reported in the supplemental appendix. 

 
Operationalization of Key Concepts     

From these questions we generated variables to determine whether the respondent was accurate 

in their perception of how their Senator voted and whether the respondent agreed with how their Senator 

voted, irrespective of knowledge. These variables were named Agreement(Issue) and Knowledge(Issue) 

where issue corresponds to one of the seven topics in our study. If a respondent was correct (or agreed) 

they were coded as a “1” while everyone who was incorrect (or did not agree) or did not know were 

coded as a “0.” To test the first hypothesis, we created the interaction term Agreement X 

Knowledge(Issue), which ought to be positively related to incumbent support; those who agree with their 

senator and know the Senator’s position should vote for the incumbent at higher rates, ceteris paribus. 

These variables bring the key concepts of agreement and knowledge into our model. However it 

is important to consider rival factors too. Campbell et al. (1960) among others (e.g., Wolpert and Gimpel 

1997) show that partisanship influences vote choice, and we also include that variable in our model to 

capture this powerful heuristic. Specifically, respondents were asked their own party affiliation as well 

as the party affiliation of their senator. Following the same procedures used for Knowledge(Issue) and 

Agreement(Issue) described above we created Agreement(Party) and Knowledge(Party) as well as the 

interaction term Agreement X Knowledge(Party) to account for knowledge of shared party affiliation.   

The next step involved creating our dependent variable of incumbent support. Respondents were 

asked who they planned to vote for in the upcoming election. If their choice was the incumbent, the 

IncumbentVote measure was coded as a “1” while if they made another choice (e.g., voted for the 

challenger) they were coded as a “0.” To control for other individual-level factors, we created variables 

to represent some key demographic and social factors used throughout the literature. These were age, 
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education, income, gender, and race. Each of these was rescaled to present as a range from 0 to 1. For 

example, income was stratified by amounts starting from less than $10,000 (=0) to $150,000 or more 

(=1). Education ranged from no high school degree (=0) to a post-graduate degree (=1) in two-tenths of 

a decimal increments. We also added dichotomous variables for gender (Female=1) and race (Black=1).   

 
Review of Hypotheses and Statistical Model 

When people know their representative’s voting record and that legislative behavior agrees with 

their personal views, they will be more likely to support the incumbent politically (H1). Consistent with 

the measures discussed earlier, this hypothesis necessitates a focus on the product term of two 

variables—Agreement(Issue) and Knowledge(Issue). We believe that the coefficient on an interaction 

term for Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) should be positive.6 Furthermore, we expect this result to 

manifest even though we include Agreement X Knowledge(Party), which we expect to be significant and 

positive—holding education, age, income, race, and gender constant.7   

Our second hypothesis pertains to how roll-call voting beliefs are conditioned by the media 

environment. In particular, the amount of news coverage on any given issue will alter the relationship 

between Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) and their choice in the election. Restated more explicitly, as 

citizens encounter more (or less) information concerning how their representative has voted in the 

legislature, it should strengthen (or weaken) the relationship between knowledge and agreement with 

that position (H2). To operationalize this hypothesis, we begin with the model detailed above and then 

we allow the interactions to vary randomly. Our prediction is that news coverage will explain that 

                                                        
6 More specifically, we expect the effect to be positive and significant, but occasionally the sign and significance of 
interactive terms in nonlinear models is not a reliable indicator (e.g., Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). 
7 Our model is IncumbentVoteij = β0j + β1jAgreement X Knowledge(Issue)ij + β2jAgreement(Issue)ij + β3jKnowledge(Issue)ij 
+ β4jAgreement X Knowledge(Party)ij + β5jAgreement(Party)ij + β6jKnowledge(Party)ij + βjkControlsij + εij. The controls are 
discussed in the literature (see Delli, Carpini, and Keeter [1996]). The interaction appears first in the tables given our focus. 
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variation (i.e., additional news coverage should strengthen the basic relationships we specified). The 

operationalizations and the empirical model for testing H2 will be discussed in later in the paper. 

 
Empirical Results 

Scholars have come to conflicting assessments of what the public knows about legislative roll-

call behavior (e.g., Alvarez and Gronke 1996; Ansolabehere and Jones 2010; Miller and Stokes 1963; 

Mitchel1 2009). Empirically, we find that most respondents possess some awareness of the legislative 

actions of their Senators. The average knowledge was nearly 56%, ranging from a low of 36.6% (on 

CAFTA) to a high of 63.8% (on Iraq). For agreement the overall average was much less (only 34%), 

ranging from a minimum of 22.6% (also on CAFTA) to a maximum of 41.5% (on the minimum wage). 

Party agreement seems to occur at about the same rate as issue agreement (35% vs. 34%) however party 

knowledge is much higher at an outstanding 92.1%. The average levels of agreement and knowledge are 

lower, varying from 15% on CAFTA to 36% on minimum wage, with an average level of nearly 28%. 

Because the dependent variable IncumbentVote is dichotomous, the initial regression uses logit 

clustered by state.8 Column 1 of Table 1 displays the results of this model for each particular issue. As 

we can see from the results, the interaction term of Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) is significant and 

positive. In particular, the coefficient in the first row of the first column is 4.657 with a standard error of 

0.597 (p < .01). This is consistent with the first hypothesis and it suggests that as respondents know how 

their Senator voted on the issues and they personally agreed with those positions (measured in 

proportions), then they are more likely to vote for the incumbent. In other results (not shown; see the 

appendix), the pattern typifies each of the six issues underlying the aggregate index. 

Insert Table 1 here. 

                                                        
8 The logic behind clustering is that the observations are independent across states, but not necessarily within states due to 
common political culture, media, campaign ads, candidates etc. Later we adopt other specifications (i.e., multilevel) to 
confront the clustering issue directly, allowing for random intercepts and coefficients. 
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Although they are not our primary concern, we also see that the coefficient for Knowledge(Issue) 

is negative and significant (coeff. = -5.753, p < .05). This coincides with the existing theories related to 

agreement and knowledge since it represents support for the incumbent when Knowledge(Issue) is “1” 

and Agreement(Issue) is “0” (that is when the respondent accurately knows the position of the Senator 

but does not agree with that position). While the positive and significant interaction term signals 

rewarding constituency representation, the negative term here indicates that citizens punish incumbents 

who they know have gone against their preferences. This result has important implications for political 

representation, pointing to a feedback mechanism whereby deviations from acting as “delegates” are 

punished. Finally, the academic literature suggests that the impact of Agreement(Issue) when 

Knowledge(Issue) is “0” should be positive (i.e.,, agreement itself, even with incorrect perceptions,  

should lead to votes for the incumbent). We find precisely that pattern (coeff. = 5.533, p < .05). 

One of the rival perspectives is partisanship. It could be, after all, that issues do not matter; 

citizens might use heuristics to act as if they were knowledgeable, with partyid playing a central role. As 

one might expect Agreement X Knowledge(Party) is positive and significant (coeff. =  .551, p < .05). 

Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, Knowledge(Party) fails to attain significance, although it is signed in 

the expected negative direction; knowledge of a Senator’s partisanship in the absence of sharing party 

affiliation is not related to incumbent support. However, Agreement(Party) is positive and significant—

coeff. = 1.880 (p < .05)—like it was for Agreement(Issue). Even without knowledge, sharing the 

political affiliation with their Senator tends to be associated with higher levels of voting for that person. 

Recall that the underlying Agreement and Knowledge coefficients are proportions ranging from 0 

to 1. Interpreting Agreement(Issue) in the absence of Knowledge(Issue) is the same as considering a 

respondent who agrees with their perception of their Senator’s votes while being inaccurate on every 

vote. To illuminate the effects, we calculated the first differences from the model predicted probabilities.   
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For all first differences we set age, education, and to their mean values. We also set the terms for 

female, black, Knowledge(Party), Agreement(Party), and Agreement X Knowledge(Party) to their 

median values. Then, we estimated the impact of a change from the lowest to the highest levels of 

Knowledge(Issue), Agreement(Issue), and Agreement X Knowledge(Issue). However, instead of 

comparing a change from 0 to 1 for our proportions, instead we examined the change from the 10th to 

90th percentile in Knowledge(Issue) and Agreement(Issue) as well as the corresponding product term for 

Agreement X Knowledge(Issue).9 As a point of comparison, we also estimated the first difference of a 

change from 0 to 1 in Knowledge(Party), Agreement(Party), and Agreement X Knowledge(Party).   

  The first differences provide the strong support for the first hypothesis concerning the 

interactive effects of agreement and knowledge on incumbent support (H1). A change from the 10th to 

the 90th percentile for both agreement and knowledge (and the corresponding interaction term) for a 

proportion of issues results in a 64 percentage point increase in the likelihood of voting for the 

incumbent (with a 95% confidence interval from 59.9 to 67.9). The effect is even stronger than the 

impact of the first difference of Agreement X Knowledge(Party), which is estimated at 46.6 percentage 

points (c.i.=34.4 to 58.7). Substantially this implies that issue knowledge trumps party knowledge. In 

particular, increasing issue agreement and knowledge has more of an impact than changing a respondent 

from being inaccurate about the party of the incumbent and disagreeing with their perceived party to 

knowing the incumbent’s political party and being a member of that party.10 

 

                                                        
9 A change of 0 to 1 for these proportions would represent a change from uninformed on all issues to completely 
knowledgeable on all issues. Instead, we opted for a somewhat more conservative change from 0 to 0.735 on Agreement X 
Knowledge(Issue), .143 to .857 on Knowledge(Issue), and 0 to .857 on Agreement(Issue). 
10 In other analyses shown in the appendix, we find strong patterns (positive and significant) in the first differences of each 
issue-specific regression as well. For example we see that the change in first differences between a respondent who 
inaccurately perceives how their Senator voted on the stem cell research bill and disagrees with this inaccurate perception to a 
respondent who accurately perceives their Senator’s vote and agreed with this choice results in an estimated average increase 
in likelihood of voting for the incumbent of 33.9 percentage points. In contrast, the models for CAFTA and Abortion produce 
our smallest estimates (at 11.3 and 13.6 respectively). As discussed later, we also notice a pattern emerging in the date the 
bills were taken up. More recent bills seem to have more significant impact on incumbent support.  
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Incorporating the Information Environment  

The analyses in the first column of Table 1 present a single coefficient for the Agreement X 

Knowledge(Issue) interaction. Even though the results are consistent with H1, we suspect this 

relationship varies as a function of the information environment. To test this proposition (and hence, to 

test H2), we leveraged environmental-level information available across states through a variable created 

to reflect how often the news media—and statewide papers in particular—covered the votes of the 

incumbent Senator for each issue under consideration.  

This variable was created through the InfoWeb/NewsBank archive and the Audit Bureau of 

Circulation. The top two circulated newspapers for each state (that were available through 

InfoWeb/NewsBank) were searched for one week before and after the bill was voted on in the Senate, as 

well as the two weeks before the general election. For example, to chart variation in coverage of the 

abortion vote we used the term “abortion” along with the name of each senator for the state newspapers 

from March 3, 2003 to March 20, 2003 and from October 24, 2006 to November 7, 2006. Similar 

procedures were used for the other issues, but the search terms were “CAFTA,” “minimum wage,” 

“capital gains tax,” “immigration,” “Iraq,” and “stem cell” with the dates matching the appropriate bill. 

We included every story that conveyed the policy position of the incumbent Senator. In some 

cases the stories were about the specific bill in question, but in others they merely stated the policy 

position of the incumbent on the issue while highlighting other developments. The stories were hand-

coded and reviewed by a second coder to ensure reliability.11 The total, after reviewing all articles, was 

roughly five hundred stories. Since these five hundred stories are scattered across twenty-eight states 

with two newspaper per state, we grand mean centered the variable to ensure comparability and to 

follow recommend practices in multilevel model analysis concerning non-dichotomous variables. 

                                                        
11 Agreement between the coders on a sample (10%) of the total number of stories exceeded 85 percent. Both coders 
reviewed and resolved discrepancies to produce unanimity on the measures.   
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Similarly, to include information available about the party affiliation of the incumbent we 

searched the same time periods of all issues. To guide our search we used the terms “Democrat,” 

“Democratic,” “(D),” “-D,” and “D-” if the incumbent was a Democrat; we used “GOP,” “Republican,” 

“(R),” “-R,” and “R-” if the incumbent was a Republican. As one might imagine, stories conveying 

partisanship of the Senators were more plentiful. Rather than hand-code the almost seven thousand 

results, we hand-coded a representative sample (10 percent) and correlated the outcome with the results 

of the pure Boolean search. The agreement between the hand-coded sample and the Boolean results was 

89 percent. The party affiliation news variable was grand-mean centered for symmetry with our other 

news variables. Finally, to create our state-level controls we generated Incumbency as the number of 

years in office for the candidate. We also used the Cook Political Report to generate a variable ranging 

from 1 (low) to 4 (high) tracking the competitiveness of the election, named Competition.   

To incorporate the information environment, we start with our initial model but then transform it 

into a multilevel model. The appendix provides details on the derivation of our specification, but 

multilevel modeling has been used in situations like these to account for variation in individual-level 

factors across upper-level contexts like media environments (e.g., Jerit, Barabas, Bolsen 2006; Fridkin 

and Kenney 2011). The goal is to account for variation in individual voting for the incumbent. However, 

ignoring the multilevel nature of our data may lead to an increase in Type I errors (i.e., falsely rejecting 

the null hypothesis of no effect), tilting the scales in favor of finding significant results (Steenbergen and 

Jones 2002). Employing a multilevel specification also allows us to include random intercepts for state-

level characteristics of Senate elections—i.e., some incumbents enjoy more support than others. Lastly it 

accounts for the different sizes of states by adjusting estimates (i.e., borrowing strength in states with 

many respondents such as California to obtain better estimates for small states like Wyoming). 
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The results of the multilevel specification are in the second column of Table 1. The model shares 

many similar patterns with our logit regression in the first column. For example, the Agreement X 

Knowledge(Issue) coefficient is remains positive at 4.567 with a standard error of .544 (p < .01), while 

the Knowledge(Issue) coefficient is -5.778 with a standard error of .366 (p < .01). Similarly we see the 

same patterns concerning the impact of Agreement X Knowledge(Party) with a positive and significant 

coefficient (.647, p < .05). Also it is evident that Agreement(Party) is significant and positive as it was 

before. However, the coefficient on the triple interaction of Agreement X Knowledge X News 

Coverage(Issue) shown in gray is our main focus. It is positive and significant (coeff=15.730 with a 

standard error of 1.654, p < .01). It suggests, as we hypothesized in H2, that the strength of the 

Agreement X Knowledge interaction grows stronger as information about the votes to the Senators 

becomes more prevalent. As citizens are given more information, they are better able to reward Senators 

who champion their interests in Congress and punish those who do not.  

It is worth commenting on other aspects of the model. In particular, the effect of party is strongly 

positive and significant, but it does not seem to vary along with the information environment 

(coeff=.002, s.e.=.004). Instead, there is a robust and consistent effect of Agreement X 

Knowledge(Party). It is interesting to note that the first difference of all issues combined (a 32 

percentage point first difference in going from unaware and no agreement to aware, in agreement with 

full information) is slightly larger than that of party identification (a 31 percentage point first 

difference), although the confidence intervals overlap. Nonetheless, given the longstanding importance 

of partisanship, it is encouraging that citizens take issue responsiveness so seriously and use it in voting. 

Before moving on, in other analyses (not shown), we observe variation in the effects of the issues 

considered separately in a pattern that follows both the number of stories and how recent the bill was 

voted upon. For example, Abortion received a moderate amount of news coverage (n=65 stories) and the 
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bill was passed three years prior to the survey. Consequently, the effect is the lowest we observe, with 

an insignificant 1 percentage point effect. In contrast, immigration (more recent with 90 stories) and Iraq 

(n=100 stories, also more recent) show larger effects than abortion at 14 and 29 percentage points 

respectively. Thus, the information environment seems to strengthen the relationship between agreement 

and knowledge, particularly for more for recent issues than for older ones, although there is not much 

variation across the dates (nor were they randomly assigned) to be confident about this conclusion.  

  
Study 2: Experimental Study of Voting for House Incumbents in 2010 

The previous study showed in detail how voting for Senate incumbents varies as a function of 

agreement, knowledge, and the interaction of the two. Furthermore, we leveraged variation in the 

information environment to show how this relationship strengths or weakens when the media (i.e., state 

newspapers) provide more or less coverage. Even though the odds of observing patterns like we did by 

chance are quite small, the study was observational in nature. It could be that other factors are driving 

the results, e.g., self-selection into particular media sources could be a problem, or that deciding to vote 

for the incumbent predicts—rather than is predicted by—agreement and knowledge. 12 Aside from the 

causality concerns, one might also wonder about the external validity of the argument; would it hold for 

House members and on other issues? We believe it does and we were purposely vague in our theory 

about predicting “incumbent,” rather than senatorial, support. Nevertheless, it is an empirical question. 

Thus, in this study, we attempt to tackle the internal and external validity concerns head-on by 

conducting an experiment—exogenously supplying the information akin to what we observed about 

representation in the mass media—but this time we do so for issues under consideration in the U.S. 

House prior to the 2010 election. That election was historic for many reasons, e.g., the first mid-term 

election for an incumbent black president, an ailing economy, the rise of the tea party movement to 

                                                        
12 Others combine non-experimental and experimental studies as we will (e.g., Goidel and Shields 1994) or use media content 
analyses of actual political coverage to inform/compliment their experiments (e.g., Fridkin et al. 2007; Fridkin Kahn 1992). 
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name just a few. Thus using different methods—a survey experiment—we explore how information 

about levels of representation moderate the interactive effect of issue position knowledge and agreement 

with that position. As hypothesized earlier, issue agreement ought to generate a positive effect among 

those with high knowledge (H1), especially when we supply information about representation behavior 

(H2). Likewise, we expect issue disagreement to have a negative effect on incumbent support of greater 

magnitude among those with higher awareness and information about their representative's positions. 

 

Overview of Experiment and Coding 

 The data used here are from the 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES). This 

internet survey was conducted by YouGov/Polimetrix (formerly Polimetrix until a merger with 

YouGov) during the 2010 mid-term election cycle. YouGov/Polimetrix used a matched-random sample 

design to obtain a sample reflecting the demographic distribution of the United States (again see 

Ansolabehere 2006 or Fridkin and Kenny 2011). Our study concentrates on data in the October wave. 

 Testing the effects of roll-call information requires measures of voter-incumbent issue 

agreement, voter knowledge of incumbent issue positions, and voter support for the incumbent 

representative. We gauged voter-incumbent agreement by asking respondents about a range of bills that 

were salient during the 111th Congress. This battery encompassed six pieces of legislation considered in 

the U.S. House: the "American Recovery and Reinvestment act" (stimulus), the "State Children's Health 

Insurance Program" reauthorization, the "American Clean Energy and Security Act" (cap and trade), the 

"Comprehensive Health Reform Act," the "Financial Reform Bill," and the proposal to end "Don't ask, 

Don't Tell."13 For each item, respondents first read a brief description of bill’s purpose, then they were 

asked if they personally supported or opposed it. We compared these answers to the incumbent 

representative's floor votes on the same set of legislation in order to calculate agreement scores for each 

                                                        
13 See the appendix for detailed information on each of these legislative items. 
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respondent. Agreement ranges from zero, indicating agreement on none of the items, to six, indicating 

agreement across all six issues. 

 The knowledge measure takes a similar form. In addition to the battery soliciting respondents' 

personal stances on the set of issues, subjects were also asked how they thought their district's 

congressional representative voted on each item.14 We compared respondent perceptions to actual 

congressional votes to calculate knowledge scores. Values of this measure range from zero to six, with 

zeroes indicating correct knowledge on none of the votes, and sixes indicating knowledge across all.  

We measure support for the incumbent in two ways. The survey asked respondents which 

general election candidate in their House district they preferred. We created a measure of incumbent 

support equal to 1 if the respondent favored their current representative, zero otherwise. In situations 

when the incumbent was not standing for re-election (due to a retirement, a vacancy, etc.), we created a 

broader measure that substituted votes for the candidate of the same political party as the incumbent. 

This avoids introducing selection-bias into the experiment by discarding respondents who did not have 

an incumbent running for re-election. For both of these measures, scores of one indicate support for the 

incumbent or the incumbent’s party, with zeroes indicating support for some other candidate (or party).  

 Analyzing the agreement variable in conjunction with the knowledge variable tests H1. 

Multiplying these two measures produces an interaction term such that high values indicate both issue 

agreement and awareness of the incumbent's voting record. The first hypothesis predicts that people with 

these characteristics should be most likely to support the incumbent. Conversely, low values for this 

term represent either issue disagreement and/or ignorance of the incumbent's record. People 

characterized by either of these traits should be less likely to support the incumbent than those high in 

agreement and knowledge. Thus, we expect the issue Agreement X Knowledge interaction to relate 

                                                        
14 To minimize the potential for issue projection (i.e., preferences influencing roll-call beliefs), the preference items were 
administered first and the knowledge items were asked much later in the survey, but both were before the treatments. 
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positively to incumbent support (consistent with H1). This interaction should strengthen with the 

provision of roll-call information in our treatment conditions (i.e., in a manner consistent with H2). 

 

Experimental Treatments  

 The variables described thus far permit a basic test of the agreement and knowledge hypothesis. 

However, in an attempt to mimic the mass media’s provision of new information (i.e., the focus of the 

media component of the first study) we employed a survey experiment. In particular, we provided 

legislative roll-call information to randomly selected survey respondents to discern the causal effects. 

There are points of similarity as well as differences in how each respondent in the 2010 CCES 

encountered our survey module. What they all have in common is that every respondent was asked for 

their perceptions of how their representative voted on the six legislative issues as well how they would 

have voted themselves. They diverged based upon random assignment into one of three conditions. In 

the control condition, subjects answered the six questions in an uninterrupted sequence. In the first 

treatment condition, after answering each question pertaining to a piece of legislation, a message 

appeared on the computer screen telling subjects whether their belief about their representative's vote 

was correct. If a subject's reported belief was correct, then the message "correct" was displayed in green 

lettering. If the subject was incorrect, then the message "incorrect" was displayed in red lettering. The 

second treatment condition was identical, except that in addition to the correct/incorrect message, 

throughout the experiment the computer screen also displayed a tally informing subjects of their own 

level of agreement with their representative. As an example, after the last question in the battery, a 

person who agreed with the incumbent representative on all issues would see a message saying, "That 

means you agree with the person who represented your congressional district on 6 of the 6 bills, or 

100% of the time. Please be sure to remember this when you decide who to vote for in November." The 

numbers in the tally message adjusted depending on the number of questions and the subject's level of 
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agreement. Because of their similarity, and to simplify presentation, the two treatment conditions are 

grouped together in the analyses to follow, but the results are substantively the same when separated.15 

 Thus, the treatment conditions inform subjects of their representative's true voting patterns, a 

process akin to what happens when the mass media informs citizens about the positions of their 

representatives. Of course, some people will already possess this knowledge while others do not. 

Likewise, those who already agree with their incumbent representative should support the incumbent 

more than those who disagree. The difference between those who agree and those who disagree should 

be greatest as knowledge increases (H1), and especially upon receipt of the information treatment (H2). 

Conversely, subjects who disagree with their incumbent representative should support the incumbent at 

a lower rate than those who agree, and this difference should again be accentuated as knowledge rises. 

 

Experimental Results 

 We begin by examining the raw treatment vs. control group differences. Toward that end, the 

entries in Table 2 are mean rates of support for their House incumbent for control and treatment groups 

across the two versions of the dependent variable. The first set of entries shows overall effects. To 

facilitate presentation, the next rows disaggregate by agreement and knowledge. Those who scored 5 or 

6 are in the high agreement group while those who scored 0-2 are considered low agreement. Likewise, 

those who know how the incumbent voted on 5 or 6 issues are labeled high knowledge while those who 

know where the incumbent stands on 2 or fewer issues are considered low knowledge. The last two sets 

of entries show combinations for high agreement/low knowledge and low agreement/high knowledge.  

Insert Table 2 here. 

 The levels of incumbent support in Table 2 indicate a significant treatment effect, albeit one that 

is conditional on agreement and knowledge. Overall, the treatment effect is modest (a 4 to 6 percentage 

                                                        
15 Differences in knowledge and agreement for the two treatment conditions were negligible. However, we observed 
nonrandom treatment assignment (i.e., p < .10 differences between the treatment and control groups on partisanship, age, 
education, and race), which necessitates the use of statistical controls later. 
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point difference for the incumbent alone or incumbent plus party), but in the next set of entries, those 

high in agreement who were told their representative's true stances on the set of issues were 12 

percentage points more likely to support the incumbent party (effect=.122; p < .05), moving from a .736 

mean of support in the control group to .858 in the treatment group. Likewise, in the low agreement 

category, those who were treated were 7 percentage points less likely to support the incumbent than the 

untreated (going from .277 to .210), although the effect is marginally insignificant at the two-tailed 

level. For knowledge, the results are also asymmetrical. There is a 10 percentage point increase in 

support for the incumbent among those in the treatment group (from .477 to .571) for respondents who 

are well informed (p < .10; two-tailed). Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, there is no significant effect 

among those who lack political knowledge; giving roll-call information to those who lack knowledge 

does not seem to alter voting behavior. However, the means in the combination situations (high 

agreement/low knowledge or low agreement/high knowledge) are more suggestive. There is a large 21 

percentage point increase in voting for incumbents among the treated group for those at high levels of 

knowledge and agreement, although it is statistically insignificant (effect=.208, s.e.=.193) due in part to 

the low sample size (n=28). In contrast, there is a 10 percentage point drop in support for those who 

largely do know where the representatives stand and who do not agree with those positions (diff=-.101, 

p <.05, two-tailed). These patterns are similar in the columns on the right-hand side of Table 2 for the 

version of the dependent variable which includes support for the incumbent or the incumbent’s party. 

 Moving beyond the raw group means, the effects of knowledge become clearer in models with 

control variables to offset imbalances. We base our primary model around the three key factors 

discussed so far: agreement, knowledge, and the information treatment. However, we also included 

demographic control variables (e.g., race, gender, age, education, and income), terms controlling for 

knowledge of the party affiliation of the Representative, partisanship agreement between the member 
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and the respondent, and an indicator for whether the Representative is a Republican or not, and 

partisanship dummies for each respondent. Finally, we include an extensive set of controls in the model 

to address potential confounds. Most important among the controls are those pertaining to respondent 

partisanship. As noted earlier, incumbent partisanship might serve as an important cue for voters. 

 Table 3 displays our primary models estimating the treatment effects. Cell entries are probit 

estimates predicting the likelihood of supporting the incumbent candidate (1=support for the incumbent; 

0=otherwise). We present separate models that include only subjects living in a district where the 

incumbent actually ran for re-election (the “incumbent” column) as well as a model for whether a person 

voted for the incumbent or the nominee of the previous incumbent's party (the “party” column). 

Insert Table 3 here. 

The interaction terms are the focal variables in the models. The effect of issue agreement should 

be greatest when accompanied by pre-existing knowledge and new information. The interactive terms, 

then, should strongly relate to incumbent support. Table 3 largely supports this expectation. In the first 

column, the .080 (p < .05) coefficient on the interaction of treatment, agreement, and knowledge is for a 

respondent who agreed with the incumbent, perceived that they agreed even before being treated, and 

had these perceptions confirmed upon being treated. We expected this sort of person to be among the 

most pro-incumbent, and the positive and significant coefficient supports this prediction (H2).
16  

 Two other interaction terms in the model are significant, as well. Consistent with our hypothesis 

(H1), the Agreement X Knowledge interaction is positive and significant. This means that in the absence 

of treatment, those who agreed with their representative and knew that they agreed were more likely to 

support the incumbent. Additionally, the Knowledge X Information interaction was significant and 

negatively signed. The coefficient can be interpreted as the effect of knowledge and treatment when 

                                                        
16 This result is for the combined treatments, but probit models separating the two versions of the treatment (i.e., information 
or information plus the overall tally) yield identical triple interaction coefficients of .082 as well as the same standard errors 
of .033 (both are p < .05, two-tailed). All other terms in the model, except age, retain the same sign and significance as well.  
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agreement is held at zero; in the absence of agreement, acquiring more information leads highly 

informed people to vote against the incumbent.  

 The only interaction term in the model failing to reach significance was Agreement X 

Information Treatment. This suggests that the absence of knowledge will be important for the 

treatments, negating any effects even at high levels of agreement. The second column of Table 3 shows 

identical patterns of incumbent support for a more inclusive version of the dependent variable which 

incorporates roughly 150 respondents who did not have an incumbent running; the same factors predict 

incumbent support in a similar fashion with respect to sign and statistical significance.  

To illustrate these effects, Figure 1 presents the predicted probabilities of support for the 

incumbent voting in three panels. Panels A, B, and C display the treatment effect graphically across 

different levels of knowledge for three agreement profiles. The Y-axis for these figures is the predicted 

difference in probability of supporting the incumbent between the treatment and control conditions (i.e., 

Y=Pr[support=1 | treatment=1] – Pr[support=1 | treatment=0], with control variables held constant at 

their means). The X-axis has the full range of possible knowledge values, and each panel, respectively, 

shows treatment effects when agreement is held at its minimum (=0 of 6 issues), an average level of 

agreement (=4 of 6), and complete agreement (=6 of 6 issues). The solid curve indicates the predicted 

first difference, while the dashed curves show the upper and lower bounds of a 95% confidence interval.  

Probabilities were generated based on the incumbent only model shown in the first column of Table 3.  

Insert Figure 1 here. 

 The graphs illustrate a pattern of treatment effects conditioned by knowledge. In Panel A of 

Figure 1, agreement is held at zero, and we see that respondents who disagree with the positions their 

representatives take become significantly less likely to support their incumbents as they become 

knowledgeable and are reminded of this disagreement. The effect is on the order of -16 to -20 



 

 
 

25

percentage points, and it is statistically significant beyond low levels of knowledge (i.e., p < .05 for 

knowledge >2). Panel B shows a muted pattern at average levels of agreement; there are no statistically 

significant changes in support for the incumbent across levels of knowledge upon receipt of the 

treatment. However, Panel C is much different. When agreement is high and knowledge rises, the effects 

of reminding respondents about this agreement become readily apparent. Once citizens possess some 

knowledge (i.e., awareness of voting patterns 2/3rds of the time), then treating subjects pushes 

incumbent support up by nearly 20 percentage points (p < .05). All of this is to say that giving citizens 

information about how their representatives vote matters; it leads individuals to reward those they agree 

with and punish those who do not share their preferences, but the effects are contingent on political 

knowledge. Only at the upper reaches of knowledge do we see the statistically significant effects.  

 
Discussion 

 
In democracies, voters elect politicians to represent their interests (Dahl 1963; Pitkin 1967). In 

theory, citizens ought to remove incumbents who do not share their views by voting against them at the 

same time they ought to increase their support for representatives who champion their interests. All of 

this means the calculus of representation requires an electorate that can judge politicians based on their 

actions in office. Despite the centrality of such issues, there has been surprisingly little research on this 

topic using agreement with and knowledge of actual legislative actions. Like others (e.g., Ansolabehere 

and Jones 2010; Wolpert and Gimpel 1997; cf. Mitchell 2009), we find that voters often possess 

legislative roll-call knowledge and they use it to reward leaders who act in their interests. More 

importantly, the relationship between being knowledgeable and agreeing with leaders strengthens with 

plentiful news coverage or when we provide representation-relevant information in experiments. 

 Overall, then, our results point to the combined effects of agreement and knowledge on 

incumbent support. In particular, information about representation had double-digit effects on incumbent 
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support—causing individuals who agreed with their representatives to support them electorally and 

leading those who opposed their incumbents to decrease their support. But knowledge matters; in our 

national experiment, the highly knowledgeable were better able to make use of roll-call information. 

Even though we documented these relationships on nearly a dozen major issues, before 

generalizing it is important to remember that the elections of 2006 and 2010 saw many incumbents 

removed from office. In fact, the Republicans lost control of Congress in 2006 and gained it back (i.e.,  

the House) in 2010. There were also a variety of other factors (corruption, wartime conditions, etc.) may 

have altered the decision-making calculus that people employed in this particular election. Furthermore, 

a key assumption was that races we studied included challengers who did not differ substantially from 

those without challengers, although we were able to see many of the same patterns when we extended 

our analyses to include voting for the party of the incumbent. Fortunately, in the case of the Senate 

study, the states we studied were roughly randomized due to the constitutional provision electing one-

third of the Senate every two years and in our House study both selection of the respondents and 

assignment of the information (although not their voting records) were random. Lastly, we attempted to 

control for quality of Senate incumbents (e.g., years in office for the incumbent as well as competitive of 

the race), but dynamics in some races (i.e., poor campaigns, spending) might have influenced the vote. 

Perhaps the most definitive way of acknowledging that there is “more out there” than what we 

studied is that the variance components in our multilevel models are consistently significant even after 

adding the factors we show to be important. That is, likelihood-ratio tests are significant (p < .01) for all 

versions of the issue and party agreement-knowledge interactions. Clearly there is more to be done. 

These concerns aside, though, we find that constituents use their knowledge of elite behavior. We also 

show that rewards for representation increase with the supply of roll-call facts. Both findings highlight 

the importance of political information in a democracy and the role of the mass media in providing it. 
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Table 1: Voting for Senate Incumbents in the 2006 CCES

Agreement X Knowledge X News Coverage(Issue) n/a 15.730 **

Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) 4.657 ** 4.567 **

Knowledge X News Coverage(Issue) n/a -.414 **

Agreement X News Coverage(Issue) n/a -1.798 **

Knowledge (Issue) -5.753 ** -5.778 **

Agreement (Issue) 5.533 ** 5.350 **

News Coverage(Issue) n/a -.006  

Agreement X Knowledge X News Coverage(Party) n/a .002  

Agreement X Knowledge(Party) 0.551 ** .647 **

Knowledge X News Coverage(Party) n/a .002  

Agreement X News Coverage(Party) n/a -.003  

Knowledge(Party) -.043  -.075  

Agreement(Party) 1.880 ** 1.949 **

News Coverage(Party) n/a -.002  

Black -.020 -.047  

Female -.126 ** -.097 *

Age .094 .124  

Education .152 .361 **

Income .057 .126  

Constant .113 1.067 **

Number of Cases 17,639 15,128
States 28 28

(.002)

(.051)

(.213)

(.120)

(.148)

(.267)

(.151)

(.059)

(.113)

(.148) (.284)

(.104)

(.115)

(.489)

(.175)

(.298)

(.004)

(.002)

(.519)

(.106)

(.004)

(.243)

(.366)

(1.654)

(.544)

(.150)

Media IncludedMedia Excluded

(.261)

(Test of H2)(Test of H1)

(.597)

(.398)

(.511)

(.160)

(.218)

Note : The entries are logit coefficients with clustered standard errors (column 1) or multilevel logit 
coefficients (column 2). The dependent variable is 1=voted for Senate incumbent, 0=otherwise. 
Terms for length of incumbency and election competitiveness have been surpressed for 
presentation purposes along with the variance components for the multilevel model. The terms in 
gray shading denote the primary tests of H1 and H2, both of which should be positive and 
significant. Some entries in the first column are denoted not applicable (or "n/a") due to the lack of 
media coverage terms in that specification.
** p  <.05, * p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Table 2. Summary of Experimental Treatment Effects: Voting for House Incumbents in 2010

Overall

Mean .448 .503 .056 .457 .491 .035
(s.e.)
n

High Agreementa

Mean .736 .858 .122 ** .727 .857 .130 **
(s.e.)
n

Low Agreementb 

Mean .277 .210 -.067 .278 .216 -.062
(s.e.)
n

High Knowledgec 

Mean .477 .571 .095 * .483 .536 .053
(s.e.)
n

Low Knowledged

Mean .380 .378 .003 .398 .414 .016
(s.e.)
n

High Agreement & Low Knowledgee 

Mean .375 .583 .208 .353 .615 .262
(s.e.)
n

Low Agreement & High Knowledgef

Mean .133 .032 -.101 ** .119 .026 -.094 **
(s.e.)
n 9460

103 174

116

16 12 28

18367154

158 305 463

17 13 30

277

147

(.045) (.023) (.046)

(.049)

99 224 323

Incumbent or Incumb. Party Support 
(1=support; 0=no support)

Control Treatment Effect

(.015) (.036)

(.119)

(.036) (.024) (.042)

(.041) (.027)
483336

(.048) (.037) (.061)

(.140) (.184)

(.044) (.040)(.018) (.042)

(.051) (.041) (.065)

(.125) (.148) (.193)

23514392

(1=support; 0=no support)
Control

(.046)

Incumbent Support 

Treatment Effect

(.048)

(.029) (.021) (.036)

(.025)

(.038) (.026) (.045)

29520491

(.034)
858572286

(.028) (.019)
1000678322

248 389

130 287 417
(.044) (.029) (.053)

141

Note : The entries are means of incumbent support in the October wave of the 2010 CCES survey with 
standard errors in parentheses. The numbers may not sum properly due to rounding.
a = Subject and incumbent agree on 5 or more issues
b = Subject and incumbent agree on 2 or fewer issues
c = Subjects know where incumbent stands on 5 or more issues
d = Subjects know where incumbent stands on 2 or fewer issues
e = Subject and incumbent agree on 5 or more issues and subjects know where incumbent stands on 2 or         
     fewer issues
f = Subject and incumbent agree on 2 or fewer issues and subjects know where incumbent stands on 5 or         
     more issues
** p  < .05, * p  < .10 (two-tailed)
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Incumbent/Party

Agreement X Knowledge X Info. Treatment .080 ** .072 **

Agreement X Knowledge .052 ** .061 **

Knowledge X Information Treatment -.281 ** -.280 **

Agreement X Information Treatment -.040 -.010  

Roll Call Knowledge -.107 * -.141 **

Issue Agreement -.057 -.084  

Representation Information Treatment .078 .039  

Black .104 .078  

Female -.001 .018  

Age .006 .005  

Education -.083 .019  

Income .130 -.016  

Knows Incumbent Party .413 ** .424 **

Same Party as Incumbent 1.878 ** 1.926 **

Republican Representative .491 ** .542 **

Democrat -.729 ** -.796 **

Republican -.974 ** -.937 **

Constant -1.225 ** -1.052 **

Log-Likelihood -313.97 -365.55
Number of cases 1000

(.122)

(.191)

(.185)

(.353)

858

(.114)

(.174)

(.175)

(.332)

(.238) (.221)

(.178) (.163)

(.220)

(.004) (.004)

(.138) (.127)

(.204)

(.188) (.169)

(.122) (.113)

(.259) (.245)

(.017)

(.055)

(.026) (.025)

(.097)

(.018)

(.078) (.074)

(.103)

(.085) (.081)

(.056)

Table 3. The Effects of Representation Information on U.S. House Vote Choice in 2010

Incumbent
Vote for Vote for 

Source: 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election Study.
Note : Coefficients are probit estimates with the dependent variable coded 1 for respondents who 
voted for the incumbent representative (or the incumbent's party in column 2 if the seat is 
vacant/open), and 0 otherwise (i.e., voted for a different candidate/party or did not report a favored 
candidate). Standard errors, clustered by congressional district, are in parentheses. The terms in 
gray shading denote the primary tests of H1 and H2, both of which should be positive and significant.
** p  < .05, * p  < .10 (two-tailed)
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Figure 1. The Effects of Representation Information on Incumbent Support: 2010 CCES Experiment
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Panel B. Average Agreement (Shared Preferences on 4 out of 6 Issues)
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Panel C. Complete Agreement (Shared Preferences on 6 out of 6 Issues)
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Appendix for Study 1: 2006 CCES Senate Incumbent Study 
 
Partial-birth Abortion Ban (sometimes shortened to “Abort”):  Passage of the bill would amend the Federal 
criminal code to prohibit any physician or other individual from knowingly performing a partial-birth abortion, 
except when necessary to save the life of a mother whose life is endangered by a physical disorder, illness, or 
injury. Senate Bill 3 in the 108th Congress passed the Senate 64 votes for it versus 33 votes against (the party 
totals were Republicans 48 for vs. 3 against, Democrats 16 for vs. 30 against) on March 13, 2003. 
 
Survey respondents were read the following introduction and then asked two questions: “First, we'd like to ask 
about a proposal in Congress to ban a type of late-term abortion sometimes called ‘partial-birth abortion.’ Some 
argue that late-term abortion is a barbaric procedure and should be banned. Others argue that late-term abortions 
are extremely uncommon and used only in exceptional circumstances best determined by a doctor, not the 
Congress. The proposed legislation could also be the opening to a broader ban on abortion.” 
 
Central American Free Trade Agreement (“CAFTA”):  Passage of the bill would implement a free trade 
agreement between the United States and Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua and the 
Dominican Republic.  It also would eliminate customs duties on all originating goods traded among.  Senate Bill 
1307 in the 109th Congress passed the Senate 54-45 (R 43-12, D 11-33) on June 30, 2005. 
 
Respondents were read the following question:  “This year Congress also debated a new free trade agreement that 
reduces barriers to trade between the U.S. and countries in Central America. Some politicians argue that the 
agreement allows America to better compete in the global economy and would create more stable democracies in 
Central America. Other politicians argue that it helps businesses to move jobs abroad where labor is cheaper and 
does not protect American producers.” 
 
Minimum Wage Increase (“MinWage”):  Passage of the amendment would increase the minimum wage to 
$5.70 six months after the bill's enactment and to $6.25 one year later. A three-fifths majority vote (60) of the 
total Senate is required to waive the Budget Act. Senate Amendment 2063 to House Resolution 3058 in the109th 
Congress (the “Kennedy Amendment”) was rejected by the Senate 47-51 (R 4-51, D 43-0) on October 19, 2005.   
 
Respondents were read the following:  “Congress considered a proposal to increase the federal minimum wage 
from $5.15 to $6.25 within the next year and a half. Some politicians argue that the wage should be increased 
because it hasn't changed since 1997 and many workers still live in poverty.  Other politicians argue that raising 
the wage might force small businesses to cut jobs and would hurt the economy. What do you think? If you were 
faced with this decision, would you vote for or against increasing the minimum wage?” 
 
 
Capital Gains Tax (“CapTax”):  Passage of the bill would extend about $70 billion in tax cuts over a five-year 
period.  Reduced tax rates on capital gains and dividends would be extended through 2010.  It would extend 
through 2009 a tax provision that allows small businesses to write off up to $100,000 in capital investments in the 
year they are made.  It would extend for one year and set higher alternative minimum tax exemption amounts for 
2006 of $62,550 for a joint return, $42,500 for individuals, and $31,275 for married individuals who file separate 
returns.  House Resolution 4297 in the 109th Congress passed the Senate 54-44 (R 51-3, D 3-41) on May 11, 
2006. 
 
Respondents were read the following:  “We'd like to ask about cutting taxes on the money people make from 
selling investments, also referred to as capital gains. This past year the Senate considered a bill to extend capital 
gains tax cuts passed in 2001. Some politicians argue that these tax reductions make the economy strong and 
encourage people to invest more. Others argue that the plan would mostly benefit people who are already rich and 
that any tax cuts should be shared more fairly among all taxpayers.” 
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Immigration Reform (“Immi”):  Passage of the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006 that would 
overhaul U.S.  immigration policies and offer a path to citizenship for most illegal immigrants in the country.  It 
would subdivide illegal immigrants into three groups based on how long they had been in the United States.  
Illegal immigrants in the country more than five years would be able to stay and earn citizenship; those here 
between two and five years would have three years to file paperwork for a temporary work visa, after which they 
would be eligible for permanent legal residency; and those here less than two years would have to return to their 
native country and go through normal channels if they want to return. It would create a guest worker program that 
could accommodate an additional 200,000 immigrants a year.  It also would authorize increased border security 
and enforcement provisions, including a requirement for businesses to verify documents of all prospective 
employees through an electronic system managed by the Department of Homeland Security. Senate Bill 2611 in 
the 109th Congress passed the Senate 62-36 (R 23-32, D 39-4) on May 25, 2006. 
 
Respondents were read the following:  “Another issue is illegal immigration. One plan considered by the Senate 
would offer illegal immigrants who already live in the U.S. more opportunities to become legal citizens. Some 
politicians argue that people who have worked hard in jobs that the economy depends should be offered the 
chance to live here legally. Other politicians argue that the plan is an amnesty that rewards people who have 
broken the law.” 
 
Iraq Troop Redeployment (“Iraq”): Passage of the amendment would express the sense of Congress urging the 
president to begin phased redeployment of U.S.  troops from Iraq starting in 2006 and to submit to Congress by 
the end of 2006 a plan with estimated dates for continued phased withdrawal. Senate Amendment 4320 to Senate 
Bill 2766 in the 109th Congress (the “Levin Amendment”) was rejected by the Senate 39-60 (R 1-54, D 38-6) on 
June 22, 2006. 
 
Respondents were read the following: “Congress also debated a proposal that the president begin phased 
redeployment of U.S.  troops from Iraq starting this year and submit to Congress by the end of 2006 a plan with 
estimated dates for continued phased withdrawal. Some politicians argue that setting out a plan to withdraw 
would make Iraqis take responsibility for their country and become more independent of the U.S. Others argue 
that it is too early to start withdrawing, and that doing so would make terrorists grow bolder.”  
 
Stem Cell Research Enhancement (“Stem”):  Passage of the bill would permit federal funds to be used to 
support medical research into therapies derived from embryonic stem cells. Funds would be restricted to research 
on human embryos slated to be destroyed by fertility clinics. Senate Bill 471 in the 109th Congress passed the 
Senate 63-37 (R 19-36, D 44-1) on July 18, 2006. 
 
Respondents were read the following: “Now we’d like to ask you about whether the federal government should 
fund stem cell research. Some in Congress argue that this research may lead to cures for diseases and disabilities 
affecting large numbers of Americans, and should be funded. Others argue that a potential human life has to be 
destroyed in order to use these cells, and funding it would be unethical.”  
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Multilevel Model Specification for Study 1: 2006 CCES 
 

Recall that our initial equation to test the first hypothesis was as follows: 

IncumbentVoteij = β0j + β1jAgreement X Knowledge(Issue)ij + β2jKnowledge(Issue)ij + 
β3jAgreement(Issue)ij + β4jAgreement X Knowledge(Party)ij + β5jKnowledge(Party)ij + 
β6jAgreement(Party)ij + βjkControls + εij 

 
We predicted that the coefficient on β1 would be positive and significant.1 By allowing the coefficients 

of our key terms to vary with respect to the amount of news coverage, we permit state-level variations 

and random variation of our coefficients. Specifically, we parameterize β0j through β6j as follows: 

β0j = γ00 + γ01News(Issue)j + γ02News(Party)j + γ0kControlsj + ν0j 

β1j = γ10 + γ11News(Issue)j + ν1j 

β2j = γ20 + γ21News(Issue)j + ν2j 

β3j = γ30 + γ31News(Issue)j + ν3j 

β4j = γ40 + γ41News(Party)j + ν4j 

β5j = γ50 + γ51News(Party)j + ν5j 

β6j = γ60 + γ61News(Party)j + ν6j 

Substituting these terms into the original model yields the equation given below: 

IncumbentVoteij = γ00 + γ01News(Issue)j + γ02News(Party)j + γ0kControlsj + ν0j + (γ10 + 

γ11News[Issue]j + ν1j)Agreement X Knowledge(Issue)ij + (γ20 + γ21News[Issue]j + ν2j)Know(Issue)ij + 

(γ30 + γ31News[Issue]j + ν3j)Agreement(Issue)ij + (γ40 + γ41News[Party]j + ν4j)Agreement X 

Knowledge(Party)ij + (γ50 + γ51News[Party]j + ν5j)Agreement(Party)ij + (γ60 + γ61News[Party]j + 

ν6j)Agreement(Party)ij + βjkControls + εij

                                                        
1 Knowledge(Issue) is the summation all issues where the respondent was accurate at perceiving the vote choice of their 
Senator divided by all applicable issues. The denominator of the proportion varies when respondents fail to answer questions, 
when senators were not in the Senate at the time of the bill being presented (New Jersey for Abortion, CAFTA, and minimum 
wage), or when senators abstained from a vote (Connecticut for CAFTA). Likewise, Agreement(Issue) is the summation of 
all issues where the respondent agreed with their perception of their Senator’s vote, divided by all applicable issues. For 
example, a respondent could have been accurate for CAFTA, the capital gains tax, and the minimum wage, while inaccurate 
for the other four bills. They would receive a score of .429 (three divided by seven).   
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Multilevel Model Estimates for Issues Separated 

The first column of Table A1 repeats the model estimates from column 1 of Table 1 in the paper 

with all seven issues aggregated into a single measure. The remaining columns show the results for the 

individual issues separated. Table A2 has a similar structure, repeating the coefficients from column 2 of 

Table 2 and then showing the issue-by-issue multilevel models. As is the case with interactive models 

(see Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006), occasionally the signs and significance levels of the terms are 

not a reliable indicators of the actual effects. To illustrate the effects of the variables, Figures A1 and A2 

report the first differences for each of the models with the same scenarios that we described in the paper. 

 

Table A1. Issue-Specific Logit Models of Senatorial Incumbent Support: 2006 CCES

Overall CAFTA Iraq
Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) 4.657 ** 2.664 ** .939 ** 2.824 ** 1.806 ** 3.315 ** 2.012 ** 2.650 **

Agreement(Issue) 5.533 ** -.055 .771 ** .651 .458 ** .093  .925 ** .659

Knowledge(Issue) -5.753 ** -2.058 ** -1.252 ** -2.197 ** -1.378 ** -2.191 ** -1.689 ** -1.880 **

Agreement X Knowledge(Party) .551 ** 1.418 ** 1.752 ** 1.137 ** 1.496 ** 1.112 ** 1.495 ** 1.502 **

Agreement(Party) 1.880 ** 1.725 ** 1.652 ** 1.786 ** 1.770 ** 1.951 ** 1.688 ** 1.711 **

Knowledge(Party) -.043  -.423 ** -.567 ** -.436 ** -.603 ** -.463 ** -.701 ** -.648 **

Black -.020  -.006 .094 .137 -.027 .219  .019 .063

Female -.126 ** -.187 ** -.112 -.163 ** -.147 ** -.126 ** -.207 ** -.055

Age .094  -.161 .165 -.008 .082 .152  .014 .044

Education .152  .153 .101 .148 .114 .145  .079 .201

Income .057  -.029 -.059 -.005 .041 .017  -.024 -.053

Constant .113  .519 ** .091 .309 .191 .259  .171 .102

Observations 17,639 17,003 16,622 17,520 17,550 17,556 16,937 17,532

(.130) (.121)(.128)

(.297)

(.177) (.105) (.170)

(.071)

(.269)(.274)

(.054)(.071)

(.274)

(.078)

(.190)

(.214)

(.123)

(.108)(.092) (.090)(.094)

(.144)(.201)

(.123)

(.094)(.104)

(.261) (.201)(.289)

(.097) (.098)

(.272)(.248)(.248)(.233)

(.075)

(.185)

(.111)

(.214)

(.124)(.112)

(.211)

(.061)

(.101)(.128)

(.181)(.213)

(.116)

(.140)(.166)

(.231)

(.196)

(.316)

(.258)

(.058)

(.138)

(.148)

(.117)(.160)

(.218)

(.148) (.110)

(.221)

(.268)(.267)

(.051)

MinWage

(.135)(.135) (.130) (.132) (.333) (.116)

(.305) (.842)

(.107)

(.511) (.617)(.448)

(.564) (.783)(.597)

(.617)(.197)

(.398) (.251)(.329)(.367)(.185)(.250)(.140)

(.273) (.280) (.654)

(.501)(.162)(.127)

Stem CellImmigrationCap. GainsAbortion

Note: Robust standard errors, clustered by state, are in parentheses. 
** p  < .05; * p  < .10 (two-tailed)
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Table A2: Issue-Specific Multilevel Logit Models of Incumbent Support: 2006 CCES

Immi Iraq Stem
Agreement X Knowledge X News(Issue) 15.730 ** .340 -.268 -.231 .399 ** -.130  -.000 .026

Agreement X Knowledge(Issue) 4.567 ** 2.475 ** 0.934 ** 3.362 ** 1.319 ** 3.564 ** 2.283 ** 2.834 **

Knowledge X News(Issue) -.414 ** -.211 .141 -.363 -.112 .072  .196 -.003

Agreement X News(Issue) -1.798 ** -.014 .106 .030 -0.223 ** -0.080  0.129 0.0561
(.055)

Knowledge(Issue) -5.778 ** -1.667 ** -1.178 ** -1.979 ** -1.324 ** -2.064 ** -1.821 ** -1.734 **

Agreement(Issue) 5.350 ** -.140 .779 ** .377 .758 ** -.256  .620 ** .169

News(Issue) -.006  -.336 ** -.037 -.159 -.079 .114 ** -.097 -.136 **
(.074) (.040)

Agreement X Knowledge X News(Party) .002  .001 .001 .001 .000 .000  .000 -.002
(.003)

Agreement X Knowledge(Party) .647 ** 1.507 ** 1.808 ** 1.164 ** 1.644 ** 1.546 ** 1.489 ** 1.554 **

Knowledge X News(Party) .002  .001 .001 .001 .002 .002  .001 .002

Agreement X News(Party) -.003  -.002 -.003 -.002 -.003 -.001  -.003 -.001
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)

Knowledge(Party) -.075  -.558 ** -.644 ** -.454 ** -.859 ** -.444 ** -.545 ** -.547 **

Agreement(Party) 1.949 ** 1.818 ** 1.777 ** 1.878 ** 2.172 ** 1.619 ** 1.881 ** 1.763 **

News(Party) -.002  .000 -.002 -.002 .000 -.004 ** -.002 -.001

Incumbency -.001  -.007 -.003 -.002 -.012 .007  -.008 -.005

Competition -.453 ** -.278 ** -.274 ** -.359 ** -.471 ** -.384 ** -.446 ** -.272 **

Black -.047  .029 .097 .140 .034 .213 ** .075 .202 **

Female -.097 * -.121 ** -.093 ** -.140 ** -.103 ** -.109 ** -.184 ** -.037

Age .124  -.195 .074 .087 -.022 .144  -.025 .015

Education .361 ** .446 ** .386 ** .379 ** .397 ** .503 ** .403 ** .345 **
(.091)

Income .126  -.057 -.269 ** -.054 -.159 * -.055  -.175 * -.159
(.096)

Constant 1.067 ** 1.117 ** .809 ** 1.125 ** 1.47 ** 1.027 ** 1.366 ** .913 **

Observations 15,128 14,586 14,268 15,035 15,051 15,057 14,533 15,043
Clusters 28 27 26 28 28 28 27 28

CapTaxCAFTA MinWage

(.012)

(.003)(.003)

(.120)

(.489)

(.175)

(.113)

(.059)

(.151)

(.002)

(.015)

(.519)

(.106)

(.115)

(.284)

(.150)

Abortion

(.301)

(.128)

(.004)

(.298)

(.002)

(.004)

Overall

(1.654)

(.544)

(.098)

(.225)

(.243)

(.366)

(.505)(.179)

(.269) (.443)

(.596) (.209)

(.249)(.166)

(.393) (.865)(.254)

(.549)(.475)(.463)

(.286)

(.445) (.073) (.100) (.329) (.109)

(.101) (.177)

(.098) (.325)

(.206) (.056)

(.256)(.273)

(.224) (.280) (.305)

(.116)

(.256)

(.246)

(.003)(.003)

(.108)

(.162)

(.124)

(.103)(.192)

(.130)

(.002)

(.127)

(.003)

(.236)(.177)

(.003)(.003)

(.276)

(.002)

(.241)

(.001)

(.249)

(.002)(.002)

(.271)

(.002)

(.002)

(.506)

(.002)

(.270) (.245) (.272)

(.456)(.241)

(.001)

(.003)

(.170)(.152)(.136)(.268)(.135)(.110)(.143)

(.003)

(.257)

(.298) (.375)

(.249)(.238)(.237)

(.049)

(.002)

(.354)

(.002)(.002) (.002)(.002)

(.014)(.007)

(.343) (.241) (.361) (.484)

(.011)

(.118)

(.095)

(.048)

(.127)

(.096)

(.101) (.107)

(.115)

(.010)

(.083)

(.092)

(.087)

(.116)

(.045)

(.087)

(.075)

(.012)

(.133)

(.051)

(.099)

(.104)

(.099)

(.122)

(.089)

(.046)

(.135)

(.052)

(.102)

(.013)

(.106)

(.100)

(.131)

(.050)

(.103)

(.097)

(.101)

(.101)

(.128)

(.094)

(.111)

(.095)

(.119)

** p  <.05, * p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Figure A2:  First Differences of Agreement X Knowledge X News(Issue) for Multilevel Issue 
Specific Model of Incumbent Support  

 
Note:  Number of news stories in parentheses with the date of the bill beneath. 

Figure A1:  First Differences of Agreement X Knowledge for Issue-Specific Incumbent Support 

 
Note:  The black dots represent the mean estimate. Confidence intervals (95%, two-tailed) are shown in gray shading.

Issue
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Appendix for Study 2: 2010 CCES Experiment 
 

Legislative Roll-Call Votes in the U.S. House of Representatives (111th Congress) 
Sources: clerk.house.gov, govtrack.us 

 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (H.R.1) 
• Authorizes approximately $800 billion in tax cuts and spending to stimulate the economy. 
• Passed by the House of Representatives (246-183) on February 13th, 2009. 
• Signed into law on February 17th, 2009. 
• CCES wording - "American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Authorizes $787 billion in federal spending to 
stimulate economic growth in the US." 
 
Children's Health Insurance Program Reauthorization Act (H.R.2) 
• Reauthorizes and increases SCHIP spending by approximately $32 billion. Expands SCHIP coverage to 4 
million previously ineligible children. 
• Passed by the House of Representatives (290-135) on January 14th, 2009. 
• Signed into law on February 4th, 2009. 
• CCES wording - "State Children's Health Insurance Program. Program insures children in low income 
households. Act would renew the program through 2014 and include 4 million additional children." 
 
American Clean Energy and Security Act (H.R.2454) 
• Establishes a "cap-and-trade" system for regulating carbon emissions, and sets emission reduction goals. 
Authorizes subsidies for renewable energy development. 
• Passed by the House of Representatives (219-212) on June 26th, 2009. 
• Was not voted on by the Senate. 
• CCES wording - "American Clean Energy and Security Act. Imposes a cap on carbon emissions and allow 
companies to trade allowances for carbon emissions. Funds research on renewable energy." 
 
Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 (H.R.4872) 
• Bill to pass an amended version of the Senate's "Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act" by means of the 
reconciliation process. This was the instrumental vote in the House on passage of the set of reforms often referred 
to as "Obamacare."    
• Passed by the House of Representatives (220-207) on March 25th, 2010. 
• Signed into law on March 30th, 2010. 
• CCES wording - "Comprehensive Health Reform Act. Requires all Americans to obtain health insurance. 
Allows people to keep current provider. Sets up health insurance option for those without coverage Increases 
taxes on those making more than $280,000 a year." 
 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (H.R. 4173) 
• Imposes a broad, new set of regulations on the financial industry.   
• Passed by the House of representatives (237-192) on June 30th, 2010. 
• Signed into law on July 21st, 2010 
• CCES wording - "Financial Reform Bill. Protects consumers against abusive lending. Regulates high risk 
investments known as derivatives. Allow government to shut down failing financial institutions." 
 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (H.R. 5136) 
• Defense appropriations bill. Notable for including a provision that ends the military's "don't ask, don't tell" 
policy for gays. 
• Passed by the House of Representatives on May 27th, 2010. 
• Was not voted on by the Senate. 
• CCES wording - "End Don't Ask, Don't Tell. Would allow gays to serve openly in the armed services." 
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Examples of 2010 CCES Survey Experiment Treatment Screenshots 
 

Panel A. Example of Constituent Preference Question for Cap and Trade Energy Bill 

 
 

Panel B. Example of Roll-Call Knowledge Item for Cap and Trade Energy Bill 

 
 

Panel C. Example of Treatment Providing Representation Information 

 
 

Panel D. Example of Treatment Providing Tally of Representation Information 

 


